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FINAL

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)
AND FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES (FONPA)

Environmental Assessment Addressing Riparian Restoration and Stabilization
at Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota

Overview

Federal actions that potentially involve significant impacts on the environment must be reviewed in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and all other applicable laws. The U.S. Air Force
(USAF) has completed an Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the potential environmental
consequences associated with restoring and stabilizing the portion of the Turtle River that flows through the
northwestern portion of Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota and limiting potential downstream
impacts on natural and other resources; and managing and restoring the adjacent riparian forest. The EA
analyzed three alternatives to implement the Proposed Action. These alternatives included: Alternative 1, full
riparian restoration and stabilization and riparian forest restoration (preferred alternative); Alternative 2,
riparian restoration and stabilization with partial riparian forest restoration; and Alternative 3, riparian
restoration and stabilization with full riparian forest restoration using Grand Forks AFB and off-installation
natural revetment sources. In addition, the EA analyzed implementation of the No Action Alternative.

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 and the No Action Alternative have been reviewed in accordance with NEPA as
implemented by the regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and USAF requirements
under 32 Code of Federal Regulations 989 (Environmental Impact Analysis Process). The public and
regulatory agency scoping process focused the analyses on the following nine resource areas: air quality,
noise, hazardous materials and wastes, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, transportation,
safety and occupational health, and geologic resources. As discussed in the EA, it was concluded that no
significant environmental impacts will occur from implementation of Alternatives 1, 2, or 3. In addition, an
analysis of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, in conjunction with other present and proposed activities, concluded that
no significant cumulative environmental impacts will occur. Details of the potential environmental
consequences can be found in the attached EA.

Conclusions

Public Review. Based on the description of the Proposed Action as set forth in the EA, all activities were
found to comply with the criteria and standards of environmental quality, and coordinated with the appropriate
Federal, state, and local agencies. The draft of the EA and FONSI/FONPA were made available to the public
for a 30-day review period. No public comments were received on the Draft EA. Seven comment letters from
public agencies were received on the Draft EA. Federal, state, and local agencies were coordinated with
throughout the EA process and comments were incorporated into the analysis of potential environmental
impacts performed as part of this EA. To initiate early project-specific consultations regarding the Proposed
Action under NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as well as in furtherance of the
Grand Forks AI'B broader consultation responsibilities to the tribes, Grand Forks AFB sent a letter requesting
consultation to each affiliated tribe describing the Proposed Action on Grand Forks AFB and asking them to
identify any concerns they might have. During this early consultation effort, Grand Forks AFB received
comments from Native American tribes regarding the proposed project. No additional comments from Native
American tribal representatives were received during the 30-day review period for the Draft EA.

Finding of Ne Practicable Alternative. Pursuant to EO 11988, Floodplain Management and EO 11990,
Protection of Wetlands, it is USAF policy to avoid constructing new facilities and conducting other ground-
disturbing activities within a 100-year floodplain or wetland, where practicable. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are
located within the 100-year floodplain and the Turtle River is considered a water of the United States. No
construction activities will take place within any wetland habitats; therefore, the three alternatives will not




result in any direct impacts on wetland habitat. Because of the nature of the Proposed Action, short-term,
minor to moderate, direct and indirect, adverse impacts cannot be avoided on waters of the United States. In
addition, impacts on {loodplains will be short-term, minor, and adverse, and long-term, beneficial.

During stabilization activities, work will be conducted on the banks and within the river and floodplains, which
could disturb sediment and slightly increase sedimentation temporarily. Once stabilization activities have
ceased, long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts on water resources will occur. Erosion and sedimentation
rates will decrease, water quality will improve, and channel morphology will return to more natural conditions,
with the river channel becoming less entrenched over time.

Removal of any trees (i.e., trees that are determined to be hazardous or jeopardize the integrity of proposed
bioengineered structures) and trash from the river channel will result in short- and long-term, beneficial
impacts on flow and water quality. Trees and debris can impede flow, contribute to flood hazards, and alter
flow from natural conditions. Removal of trash will decrease the potential of leaching of chemicals into the
water. Overall, water quality will increase from implementation of the Proposed Action as trash will be
removed while sedimentation (1.e., turbidity) will decrease.

Effects on wetlands, waters of the United States, and the 100-year floodplain will not be significant and will be
reduced to the maximum extent possible through project design, following guidance specified in the Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan, and implementation of environmental protection measures and
construction best management practices (BMPs) as outlined in Appendixes C and D of the EA. Any necessary
agency coordination and required permits will be acquired prior to commencing any groundbreaking
construction activities.

Pursuant to EO 11988, EO 11990, and the authority delegated by Secretary of the Air Force Order 791.1,
Environment, and taking the above information into account, I find that there is no practicable alternative to
this action and that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 include all practicable measures to minimize harm to the
environment. This decision has been made after taking into account all submitted information, and considering
a full range of practical alternatives that will meet project requirements and are within the legal authority of the
USAF.

Finding of No Significant Impact. Based on the information and analysis presented in the EA conducted in
accordance with the requirements of the NEPA, the CEQ Regulations, implementing regulations set forth in 32
CFR 989 (EIAP), as amended, and after a review of the agency comments submitted during the 30-day public
comment period, [ conclude that implementation of Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 will not result in significant impacts
on the quality of the human or natural environment. For these reasons, a FONSI/FONPA is approved and
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not warranted.

This decision has been made after taking into account all submitted information, and considering a full range
of practical alternatives that will meet project requirements and are within the legal authority of the USAF.

,jamodggﬁ [ et 12

~ TIMOTHY S. GREEN Date
Brigadier General, USAF
Director of Installations and Mission Support

Attachment:  Final Environmental Assessment Addressing Riparian Restoration and Stabilization at
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota




pg/m’
319th
CES/CEA

319 ABW
ACHP

AFB
AFI
AFOSH

AFPD
AMC
AOC
APE
AQCR
ARPA

AST
ATV
bgs
BMP
BRAC
CAA
CAIS

CBP
CEQ

CFR
CGP
CO
CO,
CWA
dBA
DHS

DNL

DOD
EA

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

micrograms per cubic meter
319th Civil Engineer
Squadron/Asset Management
Flight

319th Air Base Wing

Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Air Force Base
Air Force Instruction

Air Force Occupational and
Environmental Safety, Fire
Protection, and Health

Air Force Policy Directive
Air Mobility Command
Area of Concern

area of potential effect

Air Quality Control Region

Archaeological Resources
Protection Act

aboveground storage tank
all-terrain vehicle

below ground surface

best management practice
Base Realignment and Closure
Clean Air Act

Chemical Agent Identification
Sets

U.S. Customs and Border
Protection

Council on Environmental
Quality

Code of Federal Regulations
Construction General Permit
carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

Clean Water Act
A-weighted decibels

Department of Homeland
Security

Day-Night Average Sound
Level

Department of Defense
Environmental Assessment

EIA Energy Information
Administration

EIAP Environmental Impact Analysis
Process

EIS Environmental Impact
Statement

EISA Energy Independence and
Security Act

ELG Effluent Limitations Guideline

EO Executive Order

ERP Environmental Restoration
Program

ESA Endangered Species Act

ESCP erosion and sediment control
plan

FAA Federal Aviation
Administration

FEMA Federal Emergency
Management Agency

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map

FONPA Finding of No Practicable
Alternative

FONSI Finding of No Significant
Impact

FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act

FR Federal Register

ft* square foot

FY fiscal year

GHG greenhouse gas

gpm gallons per minute

GSU Geographically-Separated Unit

HAP hazardous air pollutant

HUD U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development

HQ headquarters

I Interstate

10 Isolated Occurrence

ICRMP Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan

INRMP Integrated Natural Resources

Management Plan

continued on inside back cover —



<« continued from inside front cover

[ICEP

LID
MBTA
mg/m’
MMRP
MSDS
msl
NAAQS
NAGPRA
NEPA
NDAAQS
NDDH

NDDH/DWQ

NDGFD
NDNHP
NHPA
NIOSH

NOx
NO,
NOA
NPDES

NRCS
NRHP

NTU
NWI
NWR

Interagency and
Intergovernmental
Coordination for
Environmental Planning
low-impact development
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
milligrams per cubic meter

Military Munitions Response
Program

Material Safety Data Sheets
mean sea level

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards

Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act

National Environmental Policy
Act

North Dakota Ambient Air
Quality Standards

North Dakota Department of
Health

North Dakota Department of
Health/Division of Water
Quality

North Dakota Game and Fish
Department

North Dakota Natural Heritage
Program

National Historic Preservation
Act

National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health

nitrogen oxides
nitrogen dioxide
Notice of Availability

National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

National Register of Historic
Places

nephelometric turbidity unit
National Wetlands Inventory

National Wildlife Refuge

OSHA

Pb
pCi/L
P.L.
POL
PM;

PM; s

ppb
ppm
PSD

RCRA

ROI
RPA
RRRC
SDWA
SHPO

SHSND

SIP
SO,
SPCC

SSPP

SWMU
SWPPP

TMDL
tpy
UFC
U.S.C.
USACE
USAF
USEPA

USFWS
UST
UXxo
VOC

ozone
Occupational Safety and Health
Administration

lead

picocuries per liter

Public Law

petroleum, oil, and lubricants

particulate matter less than 10
microns in diameter

particulate matter less than 2.5
microns in diameter

parts per billion

parts per million

Prevention of Significant
Deterioration

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976

region of influence
Remotely Piloted Aircraft
Red River Regional Council
Safe Drinking Water Act

State Historic Preservation
Office

State Historical Society of
North Dakota

State Implementation Plan
sulfur dioxide

Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures

Strategic Sustainability
Performance Plan

Solid Waste Management Unit
Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan

Total Maximum Daily Load
tons per year

Unified Facilities Criteria
United States Code

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Air Force

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
underground storage tank
unexploded ordnance

volatile organic compound



COVER SHEET

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ADDRESSING RIPARIAN RESTORATION AND STABILIZATION AT
GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA

Responsible Agencies: U.S. Air Force (USAF), 319th Air Base Wing (319 ABW), Grand Forks
Air Force Base (AFB) and Air Mobility Command.

Affected Location: Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota.
Report Designation: Final Environmental Assessment (EA).

Abstract: Under the Proposed Action, the 319 ABW proposes to restore and stabilize the portion of the
riverbank of the Turtle River that runs through the northwestern portion of Grand Forks AFB, limit
potential downstream impacts on natural and other resources, and manage and restore the adjacent
riparian forest. Three alternatives for implementing the Proposed Action are evaluated in this EA, which
are designated as Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.

As part of all alternatives under the Proposed Action, the 319 ABW would improve the Turtle River’s
channel conditions and in-stream habitat by stabilizing and restoring critical areas of bank erosion,
repairing areas of minor bank erosion, maintaining and planting wide riparian forest buffers where they
are narrow or absent, removing trash and other foreign debris from the channel, and monitoring erosion
and channel features for changes.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1) would also include restoring and managing the riparian forest
areas near the Turtle River by selectively cutting primarily unhealthy, diseased, and hazardous trees;
removing selective trees that need to be eliminated for bank stabilization and other natural resources
management purposes; piling woody debris on the forest floor to create organic soils over exposed
mineral soils where wood debris has been removed; creating wildlife habitat; interplanting of native
saplings; limiting vehicle access; and removing trash and other debris.

The EA evaluates the potential environmental consequences of the three alternatives under the Proposed
Action, plus the No Action Alternative, on the following nine general impact topics: air quality, noise,
hazardous materials and wastes, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, transportation,
safety and occupational health, and geologic resources.

Inquiries regarding this document should be sent to the Public Affairs Office, 319th Air Base Wing, 701
Eielson Street, Room 211, Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota 58205.
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1. Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

This Environmental Assessment (EA) describes and analyzes Grand Forks Air Force Base’s (AFB)
proposal to restore and stabilize the portion of the Turtle River bank that runs through the northwestern
portion of Grand Forks AFB and to manage and restore the adjacent riparian forest. This section presents
the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action, the location and mission of Grand Forks AFB, and a
summary of key environmental compliance requirements.

1.1  Background

The 319th Civil Engineer Squadron/Asset Management Flight (319th CES/CEA) at Grand Forks AFB
proposes to complete the U.S. Air Force (USAF) Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) to
determine the potential environmental impacts that would result from restoring and stabilizing the portion
of the riverbank of the Turtle River that runs through the northwestern portion of Grand Forks AFB; limit
potential downstream impacts on natural and other resources, and manage and restore the adjacent
riparian forest. A riparian area is defined as relating to or living on the bank of a natural watercourse, and
is the interface between land and an adjacent river or stream.

Although the Turtle River and adjacent riparian areas within the northwestern portion of
Grand Forks AFB are considered to be in a healthy condition, several problems have been identified that
could risk degradation of both the Turtle River channel and riparian forest areas. Changes have occurred
within the watershed over the past 50 years, including more intensive agriculture, increased drainage,
creation of in-channel storage and dams, and encroachment of residential developments. The regional
climate has also undergone changes over the past decade, including increased annual precipitation and
higher temperatures. Major flood events over the past 5 years have also rapidly altered channel
morphology, moved significant quantities of large woody debris, and blocked and clogged the Turtle
River’s water flow while increasing sediment loads in the Turtle River. All factors have contributed to
the Turtle River shifting from a C-type channel (stable pattern, dimension, and profile) to an F-type
channel (highly incised where the flood-prone area is wholly contained within the active channel) in
several locations. Active areas of erosion have developed along the Turtle River where shear stress from
flood flows were high, sandy soils were unconsolidated, and riparian vegetation became weak or
displaced by invasive species.

Although the adjacent riparian forest is in a relatively healthy condition, several problem areas exist that
would be addressed through active natural resources management. Forest and grassy upland areas have
not been actively managed during the past 25 years. Areas of the riparian forest have decreased in
functional value with limited regeneration capabilities. Invasive species, disease, and damage from
white-tailed deer and human use are all problems that have been identified. Open, grassy upland areas are
dominated by aggressive brome grass with patches of invasive species. These areas have grown stagnant
and show little potential for regeneration by native tree and shrub species or conversion to native prairie
grasslands. In addition, there is a moderate amount of trash and miscellaneous debris that can be found
scattered throughout the forest area and along the Turtle River’s banks (GFAFB 2006).

1.2 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to restore and stabilize the portion of the riverbank of the Turtle
River that runs through the northwestern corner of Grand Forks AFB; limit potential downstream impacts
on water quality, recreation, flood control, and fish and wildlife habitat; and restore the overall health of
the adjacent riparian forest.
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The primary need for the Proposed Action is to protect the Turtle River corridor, which is one of the
valuable natural resources areas on Grand Forks AFB. It has been identified for protection and
enhancement in the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) (GFAFB 2011), and
coordination has occurred with the North Dakota Game and Fish Department (NDGFD) and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS). From the standpoint of landscape ecology, the narrow, wooded Turtle
River corridor, which extends from Turtle River State Park past Grand Forks AFB and continues
eastward past Kellys Slough, is probably the most important link connecting natural ecosystems in the
immediate Grand Forks AFB area. The Turtle River and its wooded banks serve as a habitat and as a
corridor for native wildlife and migratory and breeding bird habitat. Grand Forks AFB is obligated to
comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 and other laws designated to protect
migratory birds, threatened and endangered species, wetlands, and other natural resources while balancing
the requirements of its military mission.

A second need for the Proposed Action is to comply with Federal, state, and local regulations to limit
downstream water quality degradation by reducing channel and bank erosion, which causes sedimentation
to increase, and sediments to accumulate and disperse in the waters of the Turtle River. By protecting the
Turtle River corridor against further erosion, the Proposed Action also would prevent potential losses of
important paleosols and cultural resources.

An additional need for the Proposed Action is to bring Grand Forks AFB into compliance with the
Federal Noxious Weed Act (7 United States Code [U.S.C.] 2801 et seq.) and Executive
Order (EO) 13112, Invasive Species, which require Federal agencies to control noxious weeds on Federal
properties by removing noxious and invasive species along the Turtle River and adjacent riparian forest
areas.

1.3  Grand Forks AFB Location and Mission

Grand Forks AFB is a USAF installation under the Air Mobility Command (AMC). The 319th Air Base
Wing (319 ABW), which serves as the host wing, provides base operational support to wing personnel,
three tenant units, and nine Geographically Separated Units. Grand Forks AFB trains, deploys, and
redeploys more than 1,300 airmen in support of the Air Expeditionary Force and combatant commander
requirements. Grand Forks AFB provides facilities and equipment support for the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS), U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and the 69th Reconnaissance
Group. Grand Forks AFB also provides logistical, medical, civil engineer, contracting, communications,
security and force support, and facilities and equipment valued at $2.2 billion, and executes a budget of
$48 million. Tenants on Grand Forks AFB include the Air Force Audit Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), and the DHS. The installation is in Grand Forks County, near the North Dakota-
Minnesota state boundary, north of and adjacent to the City of Emerado and is 15 miles west of the City
of Grand Forks (see Figure 1-1). Figure 1-2 shows a close-up of the installation and proposed project
area.

1.4 Summary of Key Environmental Compliance Requirements

1.4.1  National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. Section 4321-4347) is a Federal
statute requiring the identification and analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with
proposed Federal actions before those actions are taken. The intent of NEPA is to help decisionmakers
make well-informed decisions based on an understanding of the potential environmental consequences,
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and take actions to protect, restore, or enhance the environment. NEPA established the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) that was charged with the development of implementing regulations and
ensuring Federal agency compliance with NEPA. The CEQ regulations mandate that all Federal agencies
use a prescribed structured approach to environmental impact analysis. This approach also requires
Federal agencies to use an interdisciplinary and systematic approach in their decisionmaking process.
This process evaluates potential environmental consequences associated with a proposed action and
considers alternative courses of action.

The process for implementing NEPA is codified in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR),
Parts 1500-1508, Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act. The CEQ was established under NEPA to implement and oversee Federal policy in this
process. The CEQ regulations specify that an EA be prepared to briefly provide evidence and analysis for
determining whether to prepare a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)/Finding of No Practicable
Alternative (FONPA), where a FONPA is appropriate, or whether the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is necessary. The EA can aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when an
EIS is unnecessary and facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is required.

Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD) 32-70, Environmental Quality, states that the USAF will comply with
applicable Federal, state, and local environmental laws and regulations, including NEPA. The USAF’s
implementing regulation for NEPA is Environmental Impact Analysis Process, 32 CFR Part 989, as
amended.

1.4.2  Integration of Other Environmental Statutes and Regulations

To comply with NEPA, the planning and decisionmaking process for actions proposed by Federal
agencies involves a study of other relevant environmental statutes and regulations. The NEPA process,
however, does not replace procedural or substantive requirements of other environmental statutes and
regulations. It addresses them collectively in the form of an EA or EIS, which enables the decisionmaker
to have a comprehensive view of key environmental issues and requirements associated with the Proposed
Action. According to CEQ regulations, the requirements of NEPA must be integrated “with other
planning and environmental review procedures required by law or by agency so that all such procedures
run concurrently rather than consecutively.”

1.4.3  Scope of the Analysis

This EA examines potential effects of the three alternatives under the Proposed Action, plus the No
Action Alternative, on nine resource areas: air quality, noise, hazardous materials and wastes, water
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, transportation, safety and occupational health, and
geologic resources. These resources could be affected by the Proposed Action and include applicable
elements of the human environment that are prompted for review by EO, regulation, or policy. While not
comprehensive, a list of potentially applicable laws, regulations, policies, and planning criteria is
provided in Table 1-1.

Some environmental resources and conditions that are often analyzed in an EA have been omitted from
this analysis. The following details the basis for such exclusions:

o Land Use. All activities associated with the Proposed Action would be consistent with present
and foreseeable land use patterns at Grand Forks AFB. Implementation of the Proposed Action
would not significantly alter the existing land use at Grand Forks AFB. Accordingly, the USAF
has omitted detailed examination of land use.

Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota September 2012
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Table 1-1. Listing of Applicable Statutes and Regulations

Regulation

Air Quality

Clean Air Act of 1970 and Amendments of 1977 and 1990, including
the General Conformity Rule and the Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule

Source

42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq., as
amended

Air Quality Compliance

Air Force Instruction (AFI)
32-7040

Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic
Performance (5 October 2009)

Noise

Noise Control Act of 1972

EO 13514

Public Law (P.L.) 92-574

Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Program
Hazardous Materials and Wastes

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976

AFI 32-7063

42 U.S.C. 6901, as amended

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability

Act of 1980 42 U.S.C. 103
Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 42 U.S.C. 133
Toxic Substance Control Act of 1976 15 U.S.C. 53
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 26 U.S.C. 9507
Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation EO 13423
Solid and Hazardous Waste Compliance AFI 32-7042
Environmental Restoration Program AFI 32-7020
Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards EO 12088

Defense Environmental Restoration Program
Water Resources

10 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.

33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq., as

Biological Resources
Endangered Species Act of 1973

Clean Water Act of 1972

amended
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 42 U.S.C. 300
Water Quality Compliance AFI 32-7041
Protection of Wetlands (24 May 1977) EO 11990
Floodplain Management (24 May 1977) EO 11988

16 U.S.C. 1531-1543

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

16 U.S.C. 703-712

Sikes Act Improvement Act of 1977

16 U.S.C. 670a-6700, 74
Stat. 1052

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940

16 U.S.C. 668-668c, as
amended

Invasive Species (3 February 1999)

EO 13112

Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (5 March 1970)

EO 11514

Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota
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Regulation Source

Biological Resources (continued)

Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic

Performance (5 October 2009) EO 13514
Conservation of Migratory Birds (10 January 2001) EO 13186
Integrated Natural Resources Management AFI 32-7064
Sale of certain interests in land; logs 10 U.S.C. 2665

16 U.S.C. 470 et seq., as
amended

16 U.S.C. 470a-11, as
amended

P.L.95-341 and 42 U.S.C.
1996, as amended

P.L. 101-601 and 25 U.S.C.

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990

3001-3013
Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment
(13 May 1971) EO 11593
Indian Sacred Sites (24 May 1996) EO 13007
Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments EO 13175
(6 November 2000)
Preserve America (3 March 2003) EO 13287
Cultural Resource Management AFI 32-7065

Transportation

Hazardous Material Transportation Act of 1975 49 U.S.C. 1761

Safety and Occupational Health

Air Force Occupational and Environmental Safety, Fire Protection, and AFI 91-302
Health Program
USAF Mishap Prevention Program AF191-202
Protection of Children from Environmental Health and Safety Risks (23

. EO 13045
April 1997)

Geological Resources

Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 7 U.S.C. 4201

e Socioeconomics. The Proposed Action does not involve any activities that would directly affect
off-installation activities, or directly or indirectly contribute to changes in socioeconomic
resources. There would be no change in the number of personnel assigned to Grand Forks AFB
and no changes in area population or associated changes in demand for housing and services.
Accordingly, the USAF has omitted detailed examination of socioeconomics in this EA.

e Environmental Justice. The Proposed Action does not involve any activities that would
contribute to changes in low-income or minority populations because all work would be
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performed within the installation boundary. Accordingly, the USAF has omitted detailed
examination of environmental justice.

1.4.4  Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning
(IICEP), Native American Tribal Consultation, and Public Involvement

IICEP. NEPA requirements help ensure that environmental information is made available to the public
during the decisionmaking process and prior to actions being taken. The premise of NEPA is that the
quality of Federal decisions will be enhanced if proponents provide information to the public and involve
the public in the planning process. The Intergovernmental Coordination Act and EO 12372,
Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, require Federal agencies to cooperate with and consider
state and local views in implementing a Federal proposal. Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7060,
Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning, requires the USAF to
implement the IICEP process, which is used for the purpose of agency coordination and implements
scoping requirements.

Through the IICEP process, Grand Forks AFB notified relevant Federal, state, and local agencies of the
Proposed Action and alternatives and provided them sufficient time to make known their environmental
concerns specific to the action. The IICEP process also provided Grand Forks AFB the opportunity to
cooperate with and consider state and local views in implementing the Federal proposal. IICEP materials
related to this action are included in Appendix A.

Native American Tribal Consultation. EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments (6 November 2000) directs Federal agencies to coordinate and consult with Native
American tribal governments whose interests might be directly and substantially affected by activities on
federally administered lands. Consultation under EO 13175 is distinct from project-specific consultation
with a tribe under NEPA or Section 106 of the NHPA, and has as a goal to build a dialogue and
constructive, government-to-government relationship between a federal agency and a given tribal
government. To comply with the various legal mandates, federally recognized tribes that are affiliated
historically within the Grand Forks AFB geographic region are invited to consult on all proposed
undertakings that have a potential to affect properties of cultural, historical, or religious significance to
the tribes. Because many tribes were displaced from their original homelands during the historical period,
tribes with cultural roots in an area might not currently reside in the region where the proposed
undertaking would occur. Effective consultation requires identification of tribes based on ethnographic
and historical data and not simply a tribe’s current proximity to a project area. The tribal consultation
process is distinct from NEPA coordination or the IICEP processes and requires separate notification of
all relevant tribes by Grand Forks AFB. The timelines for tribal consultation are also distinct from those
of intergovernmental consultations. The Grand Forks AFB Government representative point-of-contact
for Native American tribes is the Installation Commander. The Grand Forks AFB Government
point-of-contact for consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) is the Cultural Resources Manager.

Consultation regarding specific proposed projects must begin very early in the process. Regarding the
timing of this Proposed Action under NEPA and Section 106 of the NHPA with the current need for
Grand Forks AFB to build and strengthen government-to-government relationships with tribes, Grand
Forks AFB initiated early project-specific consultation dually with an inquiry to build and/or continue a
working government framework with each tribe by sending a letter to each affiliated tribe. Personal
phone calls were made to each tribe after receipt of the letter to determine if they had any project specific
concerns and/or if they desired to begin work on a government-to-government framework to facilitate
future consultations. Building meaningful tribal relationships as started with this Proposed Action and
previous environmental assessments is a separate Grand Forks AFB initiative under EO 13175. A list of
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all Native American tribal governments consulted regarding this action and a summary of responses
received from this early consultation are included in Appendix A. During early consultation efforts,
Grand Forks AFB received comments from Native American tribes regarding the proposed project. A
summary of these comments can be found in Appendix A. In addition, the Draft EA was made available
to the list of Native American tribes included in Appendix A for a 30-day review period. No additional
comments from Native American tribal representatives were received during the 30-day review period for
the Draft EA.

Public Involvement. Concurrent with the completion of the Draft EA, a Notice of Availability (NOA)
was published in the Grand Forks Herald and the Draft EA was made available to the public for a 30-day
review period. The NOA was issued to solicit comments on the Proposed Action and to involve the local
community in the decisionmaking process. Several comment letters from various agencies were received
during the 30-day review period. A list of the agencies is provided below.

North Dakota State Water Commission

North Dakota Department of Health

Natural Resources Conservation Service

North Dakota Parks and Recreation Department
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

No public comments were received on the Draft EA. A summary of the comments received on the Draft
EA is provided in Appendix A. Agency comments on the Draft EA were considered prior to a USAF
decision being made as to whether or not to approve the FONSI/FONPA.

Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota September 2012
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2. Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

This section describes the four alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, which have been
evaluated to implement the USAF’s proposal to restore and stabilize the portion of the riverbank of the
Turtle River that runs through the northwestern portion of Grand Forks AFB and to manage and restore
the adjacent riparian forest. This section also describes the decision to be made and identifies the
Preferred Alternative.

2.1  Alternative 1 - Full Riparian Restoration and Stabilization and Riparian Forest
Restoration (Preferred Alternative)

Under Alternative 1, the 319th CES/CEA proposes to restore and stabilize the portion of the Turtle River
bank that runs through the northwestern portion of Grand Forks AFB and manage and restore the adjacent
riparian forest. Alternative 1 would be scheduled to occur in either 2013 or 2014, but could be
accomplished earlier, depending on availability
of funding.

Full Riparian Restoration and Stabilization.
The Red River Regional Council (RRRC)
conducted a survey in support of the Assess
and Recommendations ~ for  Riparian
Stabilization and Restoration of the Turtle
River within the Grand Forks Air Force Base,
North Dakota study in December 2006 (RRRC
2006). The 2006 RRRC Study identified
streambank erosion areas, accumulations of
large woody debris, and large trash items in the
project area and provided recommendations for
restoration in the project area. As part of this
EA, a survey of the project area was conducted
in October 2010 to verify the results of the
2006 RRRC Study and to identify any new areas for potential restoration (HDR 2010a). The 2010 survey
confirmed that the previously identified areas of large woody debris and erosion in the 2006 RRRC Study
still exist and are currently more extensive (HDR 2010a). The 2010 survey also identified eight new
areas of large woody debris and three new erosion areas (HDR 2010a). All areas of large woody debris,
streambank erosion, natural revetments, tree plantings, and trash in the project area are shown in
Figures 2-1 and 2-2. Figures 2-1 and 2-2 also show potential construction access route entry points
through the riparian forest that have been selected from previously disturbed areas.

As a result of the INRMP and the 2006 and 2010 surveys, 319th CES/CEA has decided to improve the
Turtle River and associated riverbank areas by stabilizing and restoring critical areas of bank erosion
using bioengineering techniques (i.e., no rock riprap would be used as part of Alternative 1), and repairing
areas of minor bank erosion with bioengineering and planting of native tree and shrub buffers. The
overall goal of the Proposed Action is to stabilize the river channel and banks to moderate the natural
processes that have become out of balance, protect cultural resources, reduce sedimentation, improve
channel conditions and water quality, and provide improved stream habitat.

The restoration designs associated with Alternative 1 would work with the river system, actively
advancing it to a more stable condition while not stopping erosion from occurring or forcing the river to
remain stationary.

Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota September 2012
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Beaver dams and fallen trees would be left in place to the greatest extent possible. However, some trees
that have fallen into the Turtle River might have to be removed if they are determined to be hazardous or
if they jeopardize the integrity of proposed bioengineered structures. The objective of the construction
methods used as part of Alternative 1 is to minimize potential disturbance from heavy equipment along
the banks of the Turtle River.

The installation of natural revetments would be the preferred bioengineering practice for areas of major
erosion that would be employed under Alternative 1. . Natural revetments would protect the toe of the
slope. The contractor would be responsible for selecting the location of harvested natural revetments and,
therefore, the location has not yet been determined. Alternative 1 would only use the natural revetment
species listed in the 2006 RRRC Study. Currently, three natural revetment areas are planned as part of
Alternative 1; however, other erosion areas might need to use natural revetments, if deemed appropriate.
Natural revetments would be constructed by anchoring conifer trees to the streambank in two or three
rows below and above the normal water level elevation. The conifer trees would be between 10 to 12 feet
in height, and branch lengths would be about 2 to 4 feet at the base (8-foot branch diameter). Applicable
revetment species would include scotch pine (Pinus sylvestris), blue spruce (Picea pungens), eastern red
cedar (Juniperus virginiana), and rocky mountain juniper (Juniperus scopulorum). The natural
revetments would be anchored to the bank using screw-type earth anchors or deadman anchors and
braided aircraft cable or by using metal T-stakes or oak stakes driven into the bank. Construction
equipment used to install natural revetments could include backhoes, saws, shovels, cable cutters, pry
bars, tools for driving and setting anchors, and tools for couplings. An example of natural revetment
installation is shown in Figure 2-3.

Existing
vegetation,
plantings, or sail
bicengineering
techniques
Second Row of
Revatment Added

158" lo 20 J
from Bank

to Deadman

Figure 2-3. Example of Natural Revetment Installation

Other erosion-protection techniques planned include the use of live waddle siltation fences, if applicable
to site conditions. Grass covers much of the banks of the Turtle River, but there are some areas where the
soils are actively eroding and too sandy to support grass species. In these locations, it would be advisable
to install bioengineering options that would trap sand falling from the banks above and prevent further
erosion during flood conditions. A live waddle or fence could be installed at the bottom of the steepest
point of the streambank where a bench forms and sand accumulates. An example of a live waddle
siltation fence is shown in Figure 2-4.

Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota September 2012
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Figure 2-4. Example of Live Waddle Siltation Fence

In addition, stabilizing and restoring the banks to a functioning condition could include using construction
equipment (e.g., backhoe or trackhoe) to cut or reshape the steep banks to a stable slope and installing any
combination of wooden fascines, live pole plantings, live dormant brush layers, or clump plantings. A
fascine is a rough bundle of brushwood used for strengthening earthen structures. Above that, the
reshaped bank could be seeded with a native grass and forb mix, covered with an erosion-control blanket,
and planted with rooted tree and shrub conservation stock. The design for each of the identified
streambank erosion locations could be similar but would need to be tailored to the specific channel
characteristics at each erosion site. Examples of some of these other erosion-stabilization techniques that
might be used as part of Alternative 1 are illustrated in Figure 2-5.

Fascines Live Pole Staking Live Dormant Brush Layer
Figure 2-5. Examples of Other Potential Erosion-Stabilization Methods

Alternative 1 would also include maintaining and planting wide riparian forest buffers where existing
buffers are narrow or absent, removing trash and other foreign debris from the channel, and monitoring
erosion and channel features for changes, which could lead to scouring or further bank erosion. In
addition, the 319th CES/CEA would monitor the Turtle River’s channel, banks, and adjacent riparian
forest areas annually to determine how rapidly changes are occurring.

The riparian forest buffer would likely consist of five rows of shrubs, beginning at the top of the bank,
spaced every 2 to 3 feet apart. As recommended in the 2006 RRRC Study (RRRC 2006), the first three
rows could include redosier dogwood (Cornus sericea), false indigo (Amorpha fruticosa), and sandbar
willow (Salix interior), staggered on 3-foot spacing within the rows. Above the dogwood and false
indigo, two rows of Woods’ rose (Rosa woodsii) could be planted at similar spacing. Ten feet upland
from the last row of Woods’ rose, four rows of trees would be planted at 6-foot spacing between the trees
in each row. The rows should be spaced 10 feet apart. Tree species could include basswood (Tilia
americana), hackberry (Celtis occidentalis), bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa), or other species suited to the
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soils. Tree plantings would be conservation grade, bare-root tree and shrub stock and would come from
regional nurseries or from the Grand Forks County Soil Conservation District. The trees and shrubs
would be planted by hand into prepared sites. Shelters could be placed around the trees (not shrubs) to
prevent damage from deer or beavers. Construction equipment that would be used to plant trees would
include tools for scalping the area as required for site preparation for hand planting. Herbicides and
mechanical means would be implemented as needed to remove existing vegetation for site preparation,
accelerate regeneration, and control invasive and noxious plant species.

Full Riparian Forest Restoration. Under
Alternative 1, restoring and managing the
riparian forest areas near the Turtle River would
be accomplished by selectively cutting
primarily unhealthy, diseased, and hazardous
trees; removing selective trees that need to be
eliminated for bank stabilization and other
natural resources management; piling woody
debris on the forest floor to create organic soils
over exposed mineral soils where wood debris
has been removed; creating wildlife habitat;
interplanting native saplings; limiting vehicle
access; and removing trash and other debris.
Areas for tree plantings in the adjacent riparian
forest area would be determined based on the
need to accelerate regeneration. Grass areas
would also be managed for regeneration of forest species or progression toward native prairie grasslands.
This would include chemical suppression by hand or all-terrain vehicle (ATV) spraying of invasive brome
grass and weeds combined with the direct seeding or planting of native species.

Specific riparian forest management efforts under Alternative 1 would include protecting the area from
destructive practices such as off-trail ATV use, paintball use, and cutting of young, healthy trees;
unmanaged grazing and wildfires; monitoring for insects and disease such as Dutch Elm disease, gypsy
moths, tent worms, or other pathogens that could damage the forest health; and removal and control of
noxious weeds such as leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula) and Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), and invasive
tree and shrub species such as Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) and common buckthorn (Rhamnus
cathartica). In addition, efforts would be taken to monitor use and damage from deer and beaver activity
in the forest. Grand Forks AFB would continue to encourage deer management through bow hunting or
other means to decrease impacts. The riparian forest and prairie grassland areas would be monitored as
needed during establishment and every 5 years thereafter, as changes would occur more slowly in these
areas.

2.2 Alternative 2 — Riparian Restoration and Stabilization with Partial Riparian
Forest Restoration

Riparian Restoration and Stabilization. Alternative 2 would follow the same riparian restoration and
stabilization procedures and construction methods as Alternative 1 (see Section 2.1). All construction
methods under Alternative 2 would be the same as described under Alternative 1 in Section 2.1.

Partial Riparian Forest Restoration. Alternative 2 would include only partial restoration and
management of the riparian forest areas near the Turtle River through interplanting of native saplings,
limiting vehicle access, and removing trash and other debris. Grass areas would also be managed for
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regeneration of forest species or progression toward native prairie grasslands. This would also include
chemical suppression by hand or ATV spraying of invasive brome grass and weeds combined with the
direct seeding or planting of native species. Noxious weeds such as leafy spurge and Canada thistle, and
invasive tree and shrub species such as Russian olive and common buckthorn, would be removed and
controlled. In addition, the riparian forest and prairie grassland areas would be monitored as needed
during establishment and every 5 years thereafter. Alternative 2 would not include selectively cutting
unhealthy, diseased, and dead trees; piling woody debris on the forest floor to create organic soils and
expose mineral soils where wood debris has been removed.

2.3 Alternative 3 — Riparian Restoration and Stabilization with Full Riparian Forest
Restoration Using Grand Forks AFB and Off-Installation Natural Revetment
Sources

Riparian  Restoration and  Stabilization.
Alternative 3 would follow the same riparian
restoration and stabilization procedures and
construction methods as Alternative 1 (see
Section 2.1). However, Alternative 3 would
include using trees on Grand Forks AFB and
some additional trees from off the installation, if
needed, as a source for the natural revetment
restoration systems along the Turtle River. If
off-installation natural revetment sources are
needed, then the contractor would be responsible
for selecting the location of these natural
revetment sources. An excellent source of
natural revetment for this project can be found on
Grand Forks AFB, directly south of the Turtle
River project area and north of Runway 35 (see Figure 2.6). This 9.95-acre natural revetment source area
is mostly composed of scotch pines and brome grass species. Some of these trees could reach the
imaginary surfaces identified for airfield approach-departure safety in the near future. If these trees
breach these surfaces, they must be topped or removed to meet continued airfield mission safety
requirements.

Those trees meeting the correct diameter and height requirements for this project would be harvested by
hand using chainsaws and trucked to the appropriate revetment site. All removed trees would be cut to
ground-grade and the tree stumps would be left in place for soil stabilization. After harvest, the entire
area would be revegetated with appropriate grass species for potential hay lease and maintained in
accordance with airfield maintenance requirements.

Riparian Forest Restoration. Alternative 3 would follow the same riparian forest restoration methods as
Alternative 1 (see Section 2.1).

2.4  Alternative 4 - No Action Alternative

CEQ regulations require consideration of the No Action Alternative for all proposed actions. The No
Action Alternative serves as a baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action and other
potential alternatives can be compared and consequently it would be carried forward for further
evaluation in the EA.
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Under the No Action Alternative, the 319th CES/CEA would not restore and stabilize the portion of the
riverbank of the Turtle River that runs through the northwestern portion of Grand Forks AFB or manage
and restore the adjacent riparian forest. The No Action Alternative would not address the requirements of
the INRMP or the Sikes Act, obligations specified in the MBTA, and the concerns expressed by the
RRRC. The Turtle River’s channel and banks would continue to erode, sedimentation would continue to
accumulate, and water quality would continue to degrade. In addition, noxious weeds and invasive
species in the riparian forest would not be removed. The 319 ABW would be in violation of the Federal
Noxious Weed Act (7 U.S.C. 2801 et seq.) and EO 13112, Invasive Species, which require Federal
agencies to control noxious weeds on Federal properties.

2.5  Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis

Grand Forks AFB considered restoring only the Turtle River’s channel and not the adjacent riparian
forest. The focus of this alternative was only to restore the areas of high erosion and extensive
accumulation of large woody debris in the channel. However, this alternative does not meet the purpose
of and need for the Proposed Action as described in Section 1.2 to restore the overall health of the
adjacent riparian forest and, therefore, was eliminated from further detailed analysis.

Grand Forks AFB also considered an alternative to repair erosion on the riverbank of the Turtle River by
using other forms of erosion control such as placing rocks or concrete riprap on the banks. However, the
USFWS does not support the use of permanent rip-rap such as rocks and concrete, which could harden the
banks of the Turtle River, causing potential adverse affects and requiring close monitoring. In addition,
hardening the banks of the Turtle River would not allow the river to evolve and is likely to cause erosion
downstream. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further detailed analysis.

2.6 Decision to be Made and Identification of the Preferred Alternative

This EA will support decisionmaking as to whether or not further environmental analysis must be
accomplished in the form of an EIS. Implementation of Alternative 1 is the Preferred Alternative in this
EA. The final decision on significance of the Preferred Alternative’s impacts will be based on the
discussions in Sections 3 and 4. In this EA, Grand Forks AFB provides an evaluation of whether the
Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 would result in any significant impacts. Where such impacts are predicted, Grand
Forks AFB would provide mitigation to reduce impacts to below the level of significance, undertake the
preparation of an EIS addressing the Proposed Action, or abandon the Proposed Action. The EA will also
be used to guide Grand Forks AFB in implementing the Proposed Action in a manner consistent with
USAF standards for environmental stewardship should a specific alternative be approved for
implementation.
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3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

All potentially relevant resource areas were initially considered for analysis in this EA. In compliance
with NEPA, CEQ, and EIAP 32 CFR Part 989 guidelines, the following discussion of the affected
environment and environmental consequences focuses only on those resource areas considered potentially
subject to impacts and with potentially significant environmental issues. This section includes air quality,
noise, hazardous materials and wastes, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources,
transportation, safety and occupational health, and geologic resources. Each of the four alternatives
identified in Section 2 were evaluated for their potential to affect physical, biological, and socioeconomic
resources in accordance with CEQ guidelines at 40 CFR 1508.8.

The following discussion elaborates on the nature of the characteristics that might relate to various
impacts:

e Short-term or long-term. These characteristics are determined on a case-by-case basis and do
not refer to any rigid time period. In general, short-term impacts are those that would occur only
with respect to a particular activity or for a finite period or only during the time required for
construction or installation activities. Long-term impacts are those that are more likely to be
persistent and chronic.

e Direct or indirect. A direct impact is caused by and occurs contemporaneously at or near the
location of the action. An indirect impact is caused by a proposed action and might occur later in
time or be farther removed in distance but still be a reasonably foreseeable outcome of the action.
For example, a direct impact of erosion on a stream might include sediment-laden waters in the
vicinity of the action, whereas an indirect impact of the same erosion might lead to lack of
spawning and result in lowered reproduction rates of indigenous fish downstream.

e Negligible, minor, moderate, or major. These relative terms are used to characterize the
magnitude or intensity of an impact. Negligible impacts are generally those that might be
perceptible but are at the lower level of detection. A minor effect is slight, but detectable. A
moderate impact is readily apparent. A major impact is one that is severely adverse or
exceptionally beneficial.

e Adverse or beneficial. An adverse impact is one having unfavorable or undesirable outcomes on
the man-made or natural environment. A beneficial impact is one having positive outcomes on
the man-made or natural environment. A single act might result in adverse impacts on one
environmental resource and beneficial impacts on another resource.

e Context. The context of an impact can be localized or more widespread (e.g., regional).

e Intensity. The intensity of an impact is determined through consideration of several factors,
including whether an alternative might have an adverse impact on the unique characteristics of an
area (e.g., historical resources, ecologically critical areas), public health or safety, or endangered
or threatened species or designated critical habitat. Impacts are also considered in terms of their
potential for violation of Federal, state, or local environmental laws; their controversial nature;
the degree of uncertainty or unknown impacts, or unique or unknown risks; if there are
precedent-setting impacts; and their cumulative effects (see Chapter 4).
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3.1  Air Quality
3.1.1 Definition of the Resource

In accordance with Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, the air quality in a given region or area is
measured by the concentration of various pollutants in the atmosphere. The measurements of these
“criteria pollutants” in ambient air are expressed in units of parts per million (ppm), milligrams per cubic
meter (mg/m’), or micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’). The air quality in a region is a result not only of
the types and quantities of atmospheric pollutants and pollutant sources in an area, but also surface
topography, the size of the topological “air basin,” and the prevailing meteorological conditions.

The CAA directed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to develop, implement, and
enforce strong environmental regulations that would ensure clean and healthy ambient air quality. To
protect public health and welfare, USEPA developed numerical concentration-based standards, or
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), for pollutants that have been determined to impact
human health and the environment. USEPA established both primary and secondary NAAQS under the
provisions of the CAA. NAAQS are currently established for six criteria air pollutants: ozone (O3),
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), respirable particulate matter
(including particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter [PM,] and particulate matter
equal to or less than 2.5 microns in diameter [PM;;], and lead (Pb). The primary NAAQS represent
maximum levels of background air pollution that are considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety
to protect public health. Secondary NAAQS represent the maximum pollutant concentration necessary to
protect vegetation, crops, and other public resources along with maintaining visibility standards. North
Dakota has adopted the NAAQS and has implemented a more stringent set of standards for SO,,which are
termed the North Dakota Ambient Air Quality Standards (NDAAQS). Table 3-1 presents the primary
and secondary USEPA NAAQS and NDAAQS.

Although Oj; is considered a criteria air pollutant and is measurable in the atmosphere, it is not often
considered a regulated air pollutant when calculating emissions because O; is typically not emitted
directly from most emissions sources. Ozone is formed in the atmosphere by photochemical reactions
involving sunlight and previously emitted pollutants or “O; precursors.” These O; precursors consist
primarily of nitrogen oxides (NOy) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) that are directly emitted from
a wide range of emissions sources. For this reason, regulatory agencies attempt to limit atmospheric O;
concentrations by controlling VOC pollutants (also identified as reactive organic gases) and NO..

The USEPA classifies the air quality in an air quality control region (AQCR), or in subareas of an AQCR,
according to whether the concentrations of criteria pollutants in ambient air exceed the NAAQS. Areas
within each AQCR are therefore designated as either “attainment,” “nonattainment,” “maintenance,” or
“unclassified” for each of the six criteria pollutants. Attainment means that the air quality within an
AQCR is better than the NAAQS; nonattainment indicates that criteria pollutant levels exceed NAAQS;
maintenance indicates that an area was previously designated nonattainment but is now attainment; and an
unclassified air quality designation by USEPA means that there is not enough information to
appropriately classify an AQCR, so the area is considered attainment. In accordance with the CAA, each
state must develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP), which is a compilation of regulations, strategies,
schedules, and enforcement actions designed to move the state into compliance with all NAAQS.

EEINT3

The General Conformity Rule requires that any Federal action meet the requirements of a SIP or Federal
Implementation Plan. More specifically, CAA conformity is ensured when a Federal action does not
cause a new violation of the NAAQS; contribute to an increase in the frequency or severity of violations
of NAAQS; or delay the timely attainment of any NAAQS, interim progress milestones, or other
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milestones toward achieving compliance with the NAAQS. The General Conformity Rule applies only to
significant actions in nonattainment or maintenance areas.

Table 3-1. National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Primary Standard Secondary
Time Federal State Standard
o 8-hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m’) Same None
1-hour ©® 35 ppm (40 mg/m”*) Same None
Pb Rolling 3-Month Average® 0.15 pg/m* Same Same as Primary
NO, Annual” 53 ppb @ Same Same as Primary
1-hour® 100 ppb -- None
PMy, 24-hour @ 150 pg/m’ Same Same as Primary
PMys Annual"? 15 pg/m’ Same Same as Primary
' 24-hour ® 35 pg/m’ Same Same as Primary
O; 8-hour 'V 0.075 ppm"” Same Same as Primary
SO, 1-hour"? 75 ppb ¥ 0.273 ppm None
3-hour® -- 0.5ppm 0.5 ppm

Sources: USEPA 2011a, NDDH 2011
Notes: Parenthetical values are approximate equivalent concentrations.

1.

Final rule signed October 15, 2008. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 pg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one
year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978, the 1978
standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved.

The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which is shown here for the purpose of
clearer comparison to the 1-hour standard.

Final rule signed March 12, 2008. The 1997 ozone standard (0.08 ppm, annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour
concentration, averaged over 3 years) and related implementation rules remain in place. In 1997, EPA revoked the 1-hour
ozone standard (0.12 ppm, not to be exceeded more than once per year) in all areas, although some areas have continued
obligations under that standard (“anti-backsliding”). The 1-hour ozone standard is attained when the expected number of
days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is less than or equal to 1.

Final rule signed June 2, 2010. The 1971 annual (0.3 ppm) and 24-hour (0.14 ppm) SO2 standards were revoked in that
same rulemaking. However, these standards remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010
standard, except in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, where the 1971 standards remain in effect until
implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standard are approved.

Not to be exceeded more than once per year

Not to be exceeded

Annual Mean

98™ percentile, averaged over 3 years

Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years.

Annual mean, averaged over 3 years

. Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hr concentration, averaged over 3 years
12.

99™ percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations, averaged over 3 years.

Key: ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; mg/m® = milligrams per cubic meter; pg/m’ = micrograms per cubic meter

In 1997, USEPA initiated work on new General Conformity rules and guidance to reflect the new §-hour
0O;, PM, 5, and regional haze standards that were promulgated in that year. The 1-hour O; standard will no
longer apply to an area 1 year after the effective date of the designation of that area for the 8-hour O;
NAAQS. The effective designation date for most areas was 15 June 2004. USEPA designated PM, 5
nonattainment areas in December 2004, and finalized the PM, s implementation rule in January 2005. No
county in the State of North Dakota was identified as being nonattainment for the PM, s standard.
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Title V of the CAA Amendments of 1990 requires states and local agencies to issue permits for major
stationary sources. A major stationary source has the potential to emit more than 100 tons per year (tpy)
of any one criteria air pollutant, 10 tpy of a hazardous air pollutant (HAP), or 25 tpy of any combination
of HAPs. The purpose of the permitting rule is to establish regulatory control over large, industrial-type
activities and monitor their impact on air quality. Section 112 of the CAA defines the sources and kinds
of HAPs.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Greenhouse gases (GHG) are gaseous emissions that trap heat in the
atmosphere. These emissions occur from natural processes and human activities. The most common
GHGs emitted from natural processes and human activities include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane, and
nitrous oxide. GHGs are primarily produced by the burning of fossil fuels and through industrial and
biological processes. On 22 September 2009, the USEPA issued a final rule for mandatory GHG
reporting from large GHG emissions sources in the United States. The purpose of the rule is to collect
comprehensive and accurate data on CO, and other GHG emissions that can be used to inform future
policy decisions. In general, the threshold for reporting is 25,000 metric tons or more of CO, equivalent
emissions per year but excludes mobile source emissions. The first emissions report is due in 2011 for
2010 emissions. GHG emissions will also be factors in Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and
Title V permitting and reporting, according to a USEPA rulemaking issued on 3 June 2010 (75 Federal
Register [FR] 31514). GHG emissions thresholds of significance for permitting of stationary sources are
75,000 tons CO, equivalent per year and 100,000 tons CO, equivalent per year under these permit
programs.

EO 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance, was signed in
October 2009 and requires agencies to set goals for reducing GHG emissions. One requirement within
EO 13514 is the development and implementation of an agency Strategic Sustainability Performance Plan
(SSPP) that prioritizes agency actions based on lifecycle return on investment. Each SSPP is required to
identify, among other things, “agency activities, policies, plans, procedures, and practices” and “specific
agency goals, a schedule, milestones, and approaches for achieving results, and quantifiable metrics”
relevant to the implementation of EO 13514. On 26 August 2010, Department of Defense (DOD)
released its SSPP to the public. This implementation plan describes specific actions the DOD will take to
achieve its individual GHG reduction targets, reduce long-term costs, and meet the full range of goals of
the EO. All SSPPs segregate GHG emissions into three categories: Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3
emissions. Scope 1 GHG emissions are those directly occurring from sources that are owned or
controlled by the agency. Scope 2 emissions are indirect emissions generated in the production of
electricity, heat, or steam purchased by the agency. Scope 3 emissions are other indirect GHG emissions
that result from agency activities but from sources that are not owned or directly controlled by the
agency. The GHG goals in the DOD SSPP include reducing Scope 1 and Scope 2 GHG emissions by
34 percent by 2020, relative to fiscal year (FY) 2008 emissions, and reducing Scope 3 GHG emissions by
13.5 percent by 2020, relative to FY 2008 emissions (DOD 2010c).

Federal PSD regulations apply to major stationary sources (e.g., sources with the potential to emit 250 tpy
of any criteria pollutant) in attainment areas, and major modifications to major stationary sources (e.g.,
change that adds 0.6 tpy for lead, or 10 tpy to 100 tpy depending on the criteria pollutant, to the facility’s
potential to emit). Additional PSD permitting thresholds apply to increases in stationary source GHG
emissions, as discussed previously. PSD permitting can also apply to a proposed project that is a
modification with a net emissions increase to an existing PSD major source and (1) the proposed project
is within 10 kilometers of national parks or wilderness areas (i.e., Class I Areas), and (2) regulated
stationary source pollutant emissions would cause an increase in the 24-hour average concentration of any
regulated pollutant in the Class I area of 1 pg/m’ or more (40 CFR 52.21[b][23][iii]). PSD regulations
also define ambient air increments, limiting the allowable increases to any area’s baseline air contaminant
concentrations, based on the area’s class designation (40 CFR 52.21[c]). Because Grand Forks AFB is
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not located within 10 kilometers of a Class I area, is not an existing PSD major source, and there are no
stationary source emissions increases proposed under the Proposed Action, PSD regulations do not apply
and are not discussed further in this EA (USEPA 2011Db).

3.1.2  Description of the Affected Environment

Grand Forks AFB is located in Grand Forks County, which is within North Dakota AQCR 172. AQCR
172 consists of all the counties in North Dakota with the exception of Metropolitan Fargo, North Dakota.
As defined in 40 CFR 81.335, Grand Forks County is designated as attainment/unclassifiable for all
criteria pollutants (USEPA 2010a).

The most recent emissions inventories for Grand Forks County and AQCR 172 are shown in Table 3-2.
Grand Forks County is considered the local area of influence, and AQCR 172 is considered the regional

area of influence for the air quality analysis.

Table 3-2. Local and Regional Air Emissions Inventory for the Proposed Action (2002)

NO, VOC cO SO, PMyg PM,s
(tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy)

Grand Forks County, ND 3,786 2,952 22,947 1,381 12,711 2,034

AQCR 172 36,630 16,704 118,068 5,576 145,387 | 23,540

Source: USEPA 2009a

The U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration (EIA), estimates that gross CO,
emissions in North Dakota were 53 million metric tons in 2008 (EIA 2010).

The North Dakota Department of Health (NDDH) regulates air quality for the State of North Dakota.
Grand Forks AFB is classified as a major source of emissions and has an Air Pollution Control Title V
Permit to Operate (NDDH 2007). As required by the NDDH, Grand Forks AFB calculates annual criteria
pollutant emissions from stationary sources and provides this information to the NDDH. There are
various sources on-installation that emit criteria pollutants and HAPs, including generators, boilers, hot
water heaters, fuel storage tanks, gasoline service stations, surface coatings/paint booths, and
miscellaneous chemical usage.

3.1.3  Environmental Consequences

3.1.31 Evaluation Criteria

The environmental consequences to local and regional air quality conditions near a proposed Federal
action are determined based upon the increases in regulated pollutant emissions relative to existing
conditions and ambient air quality. Specifically, the impact in NAAQS “attainment” areas would be
considered significant if the net increases in pollutant emissions from the Federal action would result in
any one of the following scenarios:

e Cause or contribute to a violation of any national or state ambient air quality standard
e Expose sensitive receptors to substantially increased pollutant concentrations

e Exceed any Evaluation Criteria established by a SIP or permit limitations/requirements
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e Emissions representing an increase of 100 tpy for any attainment criteria pollutant (NO,, VOCs,
CO, PMyy, PM, 5, SO,), unless the proposed activity qualifies for an exemption under the Federal
General Conformity Rule.

Although the 100 tpy threshold is not a regulatory driven threshold, it is being applied as a conservative
measure of significance in attainment areas. The rationale for this conservative threshold is that it is
consistent with the highest General Conformity de minimis levels for nonattainment areas and
maintenance areas. In addition, it is consistent with Federal stationary source major source thresholds for
Title V permitting which formed the basis for the nonattainment de minimis levels.

3.1.3.2 Alternative 1

Alternative 1 would generate temporary air pollutant emissions. The construction projects associated
with Alternative 1 would generate air pollutant emissions as a result of the equipment and vehicles that
would be used in grading, filling, unpaved road construction, tree cutting, and construction operations, but
these emissions would be temporary and would not be expected to generate any offsite effects.
Alternative 1 would not result in a net increase in personnel or commuter vehicles. Therefore, emissions
from existing personnel and commuter vehicles under Alternative 1 would not result in an adverse impact
on regional air quality.

Construction operations would result in short-term emissions of criteria pollutants as combustion products
from construction equipment. Emissions of all criteria pollutants would result from construction
activities including combustion of fuels from on-road haul trucks transporting materials and construction
commuter emissions.

Construction projects would generate particulate matter emissions as fugitive dust from ground-disturbing
activities. Fugitive dust emissions would be greatest during initial site-preparation activities and would
vary from day to day depending on the construction phase, level of activity, and prevailing weather
conditions. The quantity of uncontrolled fugitive dust emissions from a construction site is proportional
to the area of land being worked and the level of construction activity. Appropriate fugitive dust-control
measures would be employed during construction activities to suppress emissions.

The EIA estimates that in 2005, gross CO, emissions in North Dakota were 53 million metric tons (EIA
2010). Approximately 121 metric tons of CO, were estimated to be emitted by Alternative 1, which is
less than 0.0002 percent of the North Dakota statewide CO, emissions. Therefore, Alternative 1 would
have a negligible contribution towards the North Dakota statewide GHG inventory. GHG emissions
associated with Alternative 1 are from mobile source emissions, which do not apply to the GHG
stationary source reporting and permitting thresholds discussed in Section 3.1.1.

Construction emissions were estimated using the USEPA EMFAC 2007 and OFFROAD 2007 emission
model’s emissions factors. It is estimated that the following construction equipment would be used to
implement Alternative 1: scrapers, front-end loaders, motor graders, backhoes, haul trucks, water trucks,
hydraulic pumps, and chainsaws. It is estimated that two pieces of each of the above construction
equipment types would be used during the course of Alternative 1. It is also estimated construction
would take approximately 6 months to complete (120 working days). Emissions from Alternative 1 are
summarized in Table 3-3. Emissions estimation spreadsheets and summary of the methodology used are
included in Appendix B.

Since Grand Forks AFB is classified as an attainment area for all criteria pollutants, General Conformity
Rule requirements are not applicable. As shown in Table 3-3, Alternative 1 would generate emissions
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well below 100 tons for all criteria pollutants, the emissions would be short-term, and all criteria pollutant
emissions are well below significant criteria thresholds described in Section 3.1.3.1.

Conclusion. Construction activities associated with Alternative 1 would not have significant effects on
air quality at Grand Forks AFB or on regional or local air quality.

Table 3-3. Estimated Air Emissions Resulting from Alternative 1

Activity NO, VOC co S0, PMy, | PM,s co,
tpy tpy tpy tpy tpy tpy tpy
Construction Combustion 0.871 0.117 0.512 0.001 0.046 0.046 114.798
Construction Fugitive Dust -- -- -- -- 1.274 0.127 --
Haul Trucks 0.014| 0010| 0040 | 0.001| 0.016| 0.004 3.442
Construction Commuters 0.013 0.013 0.119 | <0.001 0.001 0.001 15.778
Total Alternative 1 0898 | 0140 0671 0002| 1.338| 0179| 134.017*
Emissions
Percent of AQCR 172 0.001 | <0.001 | <0.001| <0.001 | <0.001 | <0.001 | <0.001 **
Inventory

Note: * Represents GHG emissions. ** Percent of State of North Dakota CO, emissions.
3.1.33 Alternative 2

Alternative 2 would have similar but lower levels of impact on air quality than Alternative 1. Emissions
under Alternative 2 would be below those shown in Table 3-3; therefore, construction activities
associated with this alternative would not have significant effects on air quality at Grand Forks AFB or on
the regional or local area. Since Grand Forks AFB is classified as an attainment area for all criteria
pollutants, General Conformity Rule requirements are not applicable. As shown in Table 3-3, the
Proposed Action would generate emissions well below 100 tons for all criteria pollutants, the emissions
would be short-term, and all criteria pollutant emissions are well below significant criteria thresholds
described in Section 3.1.3.1.

Conclusion. Construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would not have significant effects on
air quality at Grand Forks AFB or on regional or local air quality.

3.1.34 Alternative 3

Impacts on air quality from Alternative 3 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1 in Section
3.1.3.2. However, an additional 9.95 acres of land would be disturbed to harvest trees south of the project
site, there would be emissions from chainsaws during tree harvesting activities, additional construction
equipment would be required because of the larger land disturbance, and emissions from haul trucks
transporting harvest materials would be slightly smaller since there is a shorter distance to travel.
Emissions from Alternative 3 are summarized in Table 3-4. Emissions estimation spreadsheets and a
summary of the methodology used are included in Appendix B.

Since Grand Forks AFB is classified as an attainment area for all criteria pollutants, General Conformity
Rule requirements are not applicable. As shown in Table 3-4, Alternative 3 would generate emissions
well below 100 tons for all criteria pollutants, the emissions would be short-term, and all criteria pollutant
emissions are well below significant criteria thresholds described in Section 3.1.3.1.
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Conclusion. Construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would not have significant effects on
air quality at Grand Forks AFB or on regional or local air quality.

Table 3-4. Estimated Air Emissions Resulting from Alternative 3

Activity NO, VOC co SO, PMy, | PM,s co,
tpy tpy tpy tpy tpy tpy tpy

Construction Combustion 7.688 1.038 4.264 0.010 0.394 0.394 885.795
Construction Fugitive Dust -- -- -- -- 1.274 0.127 --
Haul Trucks 0.011 0.008| 0.034| 0.001| 0014| 0.004 2.891
Construction Commuters 0.013 0.013 0.119 | <0.001 0.001 0.001 15.778
Total Alternative 3 7712 | 1.059| 4416| 0011| 1.683| 0526 | 904.463*
Emissions
Percent of AQCR 172 0.004 | 0.002| 0.001| <0.001 | <0.001 | <0.001 | 0.001 **
Inventory

Notes: * Represents GHG emissions. ** Percent of State of North Dakota CO, emissions (USEPA 2009a).

3.1.35 Alternative 4 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the continued stream bank erosion and sedimentation, the continuation
of water quality degradation, and the continued existence of noxious weeds and invasive species in the
riparian forest would have no impact at all on the local or regional air quality environment. Therefore, no
direct or indirect adverse impacts would be expected on local or regional air quality from implementation
of the No Action Alternative.

3.2 Noise

3.2.1 Definition of the Resource

Sound is defined as a particular auditory effect produced by a given source, for example the sound of rain
on a rooftop. Noise and sound share the same physical aspects, but noise is considered a disturbance
while sound is defined as an auditory effect. Noise is defined as any sound that is undesirable because it
interferes with communication, is intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying. Noise can
be intermittent or continuous, steady or impulsive, and can involve any number of sources and
frequencies. It can be readily identifiable or generally nondescript. Human response to increased sound
levels varies according to the source type, characteristics of the sound source, distance between source
and receptor, receptor sensitivity, and time of day. How an individual responds to the sound source will
determine if the sound is viewed as music to one’s ears or as annoying noise. Affected receptors are
specific (e.g., schools, churches, or hospitals) or broad (e.g., nature preserves or designated districts) areas
in which occasional or persistent sensitivity to noise above ambient levels exists.

Noise Metrics and Regulations. Although human response to noise varies, measurements can be
calculated with instruments that record instantaneous sound levels in decibels. A-weighted decibel (dBA)
is used to characterize sound levels that can be sensed by the human ear. “A-weighted” denotes the
adjustment of the frequency range to what the average human ear can sense when experiencing an audible
event. The threshold of audibility is generally within the range of 10 to 25 dBA for normal hearing. The
threshold of pain occurs at the upper boundary of audibility, which is normally in the region of 135 dBA
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(USEPA 1981a). Table 3-5 compares common sounds and shows how they rank in terms of the effects
of hearing. As shown, a whisper is normally 30 dBA and considered to be very quiet while an air
conditioning unit 20 feet away is considered an intrusive noise at 60 dBA. Noise levels can become
annoying at 80 dBA and very annoying at 90 dBA. To the human ear, each 10 dBA increase seems twice
as loud (USEPA 1981b).

Table 3-5. Sound Levels and Human Response

NoE(sjeBIAe)vel Common Sounds Effect
10 Just audible Negligible*
30 Soft whisper (15 feet) Very quiet
50 Light auto traffic (100 feet) Quiet
60 Air conditioning unit (20 feet) Intrusive
70 Noisy restaurant or freeway traffic Telephone use difficult
80 Alarm clock (2 feet) Annoying
90 Heavy truck (50 feet) or city traffic Very annoying

Hearing damage (8 hours)

100 Garbage truck Very annoying*
110 Pile drivers Strained vocal effort™*
120 Jet takeoff (200 feet) or auto horn (3 feet) Maximum vocal effort
140 Carrier deck jet operation Painfully loud

Sources: USEPA 1981b and *HDR extrapolation

Federal Regulations. Under the Noise Control Act of 1972, the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) established workplace standards for noise. The minimum requirement states that
constant noise exposure must not exceed 90 dBA over an 8-hour period. The highest allowable sound
level to which workers can be constantly exposed to is 115 dBA and exposure to this level must not
exceed 15 minutes within an 8-hour period. The standards limit instantaneous exposure, such as impact
noise, to 140 dBA. If noise levels exceed these standards, employers are required to provide hearing
protection equipment that will reduce sound levels to acceptable limits.

Sound levels, resulting from multiple single events, are used to characterize noise effects from aircraft or
vehicle activity and are measured in Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). The DNL noise metric
incorporates a “penalty” for nighttime noise events to account for increased annoyance. DNL is the
energy-averaged sound level measured over a 24-hour period, with a 10-dBA penalty assigned to noise
events occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. DNL values are obtained by averaging sound
exposure levels over a given 24-hour period. DNL is the designated noise metric of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), USEPA, and DOD
for modeling airport environments.

According to the USAF, the FAA, and the HUD criteria, residential units and other noise-sensitive land
uses are “clearly unacceptable” in areas where the noise exposure exceeds 75 dBA DNL, “normally
unacceptable” in regions exposed to noise between 65 and 75 dBA DNL, and “normally acceptable” in
areas exposed to noise of 65 dBA DNL or less. The Federal Interagency Committee on Noise developed
land use compatibility guidelines for noise in terms of a DNL sound level (FICON 1992). For outdoor
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activities, the USEPA recommends 55 dBA DNL as the sound level below which there is no reason to
suspect that the general population would be at risk from any of the effects of noise (USEPA 1974).

State and Local Regulations. The State of North Dakota and Grand Forks County do not have noise
control regulations (O’Clair 2011, Magnuson 2011).

3.2.2  Description of Affected Environment

The ambient noise environment around Grand Forks AFB is affected mainly by military aircraft
operations and automobile traffic. In accordance with the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
directives, the mission at Grand Forks AFB has transitioned from supporting air transport of people and
cargo and air refueling using KC-135 aircraft to supporting Remotely Piloted Aircraft (RPA), including
Global Hawks and Predators (GFAFB 2010a). However, at the time of this study the RPA mission has
not yet fully bedded down at the installation. Therefore, the DNL noise contours for the KC-135 mission
provided in the 1995 Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study at Grand Forks AFB (USAF 1995) are
the official noise contours for the installation (Slivnik 2011). As shown on Figure 3-1, the DNL noise
contours from KC-135 and military transient aircraft operations extend roughly north and south along the
runway, and to the west. The 65 to 69 dBA DNL noise contour is approximately 575 feet southeast of the
proposed project area.

Vehicle use associated with military operations at Grand Forks AFB consists of passenger, delivery and
fuel trucks, and military vehicles. Passenger vehicles compose most of the vehicles present at Grand
Forks AFB and the surrounding community roadways. For analysis of potential construction traffic and
haul routes, please see Section 3.7, Transportation.

Considering the military aircraft operations, military training operations, and vehicle traffic at and
adjacent to Grand Forks AFB, the ambient sound environment around Grand Forks AFB is likely to
resemble an urban atmosphere.

3.23  Environmental Consequences

3.2.31 Evaluation Criteria

Noise impact analyses typically evaluate potential changes to the existing noise environment that would
result from implementation of a proposed action. Potential changes in the acoustical environment can be
beneficial (i.e., if they reduce the number of sensitive receptors exposed to unacceptable noise levels or
reduce the ambient sound level), negligible (i.e., if the total number of sensitive receptors to unacceptable
noise levels is essentially unchanged), or adverse (i.e., if they result in increased sound exposure to
unacceptable noise levels or ultimately increase the ambient sound level). Projected noise effects were
evaluated qualitatively for the alternatives considered.

3.2.3.2 Alternative 1

The sources of noise under Alternative 1 that could impact human and wildlife populations include
construction activities. These sources are addressed as follows.

Construction Sound Levels. Construction work can cause an increase in sound that is well above the
ambient level. A variety of sounds are emitted from loaders, trucks, saws, and other work equipment.
Construction equipment usually exceeds the ambient sound levels by 20 to 25 dBA in an urban
environment and up to 30 to 35 dBA in a quiet suburban area. T